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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 
INCORPORATED A.D. 17%. 
FOR SEA, FIRE, LIFE AND ANNUITIES. 
CHIEF OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, 
Foxps, 24,000,000. Crames Par, £38,000,000. 

INSURANCES ARE GRANTED AGAINST LOSs OR DAMAGE BY FIRE on 
PROPERTY of almost every description, at Moderate Rates. 
ES SOSE SORES egene ene te Beene Aen before grant 
e! . 

x" errr E. R. HANDOOCK, Secretary. 
MIDLAND RAILWA'Y HOTELS. 





LONDON - -MIDLAND GRAND .- St. Pancras ttat’on, N.W. 
( Within Shilling cad fare of Gray’s-inn, Inna of Court, Temple Bar, and 
wo Courts, * Buses to all parts every Close to King’s 
Oross ay apa Railway Station. The Venetian Rooms are avail- 
Forlan Ietameans Trench Gacking and | os seca 
risian Restaurant for 
LIVERPOOL - ADELPHI A - Close Conteal ( Station. 
BRADFORD 2 MIDLAND - Excellent Restaurant. 
LEEDS - ~ QUEEN’S 7 In Centre of Town. 
DERBY - 7 MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire. 
MORECAMBE - MIDLAND ~ Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 
Residential Hotel—-HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovely Country. Golf. 
Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic Address “* Midotel.”” 


WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of rs 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 

L088 OR FORFRITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on ion to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTE® FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Established 1824. Capital, £5,000,000 8: a 
Heap Orrice: BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LONDON. 
Chairman: RIGHT HON. LORD ROTHSCHILD. 
Loxpox Braxcugs: 1, ST. JAMES’S S8T., 8.W.; 63, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.; 
NORFOLK STREET, STRAND; 3, MINCING LANE, E.C, 
Live axp Fink Langer at Moperate Rates, 
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Life Policies free from y and Liberal uses, 
Special forms of Policies have been prepared to for prope ESTATE DUTIES. 
LEASEHOLD AND SINKING FUN: LICIES. 

Full Prospectuses on application. ROBERT LEWIS, Chief 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - = = + «© £,000,000 
INCOME - - += + += £373,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - : - 1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE 


- £11,000,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


. PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovtr Prorrrs. ; 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





“Age | Premium 


Age | Premium 
20 | 178%, 


Age | Premium 
30 | 4116 %,| 40 | £2 10%, 

















41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results, 
Valuation at 2} pc. :—Hm. Table of Mortalicy. 





Duration —| 10 yrs. 


| 20 yre. 





30 yrs. 40 yrs. 
£2,067 





Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 | £1,724 | 





Next Bonus us at 3let December, 1901. 
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Cases Reported this Week. 


(Bzyors tus Vacation Jupes.) 

Compani:s Act, 1867, Re, and Re the Companies Act, 1877, and Re Dan 
Rylands «Lim and Reduced) , 

v. Bowen 





{ ° 
Daimler Motor Co. (Lim. 
Willett v. Taverner ........ 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Riptey took over the Vacation Sittings on 
Wednesday. He intimated that the court will not sit on 
Wednesday, the 6th of October, but that there will be a sitting 
on Friday, the 8th of October. With that exception the court 
will sit upon Wednesday in each week. 





WE ossERveE with pleasare that the Court of Common Council 
have at last taken in hand the question of the covenant, hitherto 
contained in leases granted by the Corporation of the Oity of 
London, that all assignments should be prepared by the Comp- 
troller. As most of our readers are aware, the practical effect 
of this provision is that the assignee’s solicitor prepares the 
assignment in the usual way and submits it to the Comptroller, 
who graciously approves it and pockets the fee for its prepara- 
tion; the assignee having thus to pay double fees for such pre- 
paration. It is stated that the court resolved that for the future 
assignments of leases (we all leases, although the report 
speaks of ‘‘ building leases”) need not be prepared by the Comp- 
troller, but that all assignments should be regi by him on 
ayment of a small fee. The covenant not to assign without 


icence is still to be retained, but the usual is to be 
added that the licence shall not be unreasonably or vexatiously 


withheld. The effect of this sensible resolution will be, not 


only to save the pockets of assignees of co: m leases, but 
also, we hope, to shorten assi by ren g it unnecessary 
to recite or mention the grant of the licence to assign. There 


seems to be no reason why the licence should not be given by a 
separate document, the fact of its having been given 
stated in the memorandum of registration indorsed on the 
assignment. 


' A RaTHER curious point arises under the Mortmain and 
Charitable Uses Acts, 1888 and 1891. The former Act (section 
10) defines “‘ assurance” as including “‘ will,” and provides that 
every assurance of land to or for the benefit of any charitable 
uses shall be made in accordance with the requirements of the 
Act, and unless so made shall be void. One of these require- 
ments, as everyone knows, is that the aseurance must, within 
six months after the execution thereof, be enrolled in the 
Central Office. The Act of 1891 (section 5) enacts that “land 
may be assured by will to or for the benefit of any charitable 
use,” but does not say that it may be so assured free from the 
requirements of the Act of 1888. This, however, must appar- 
ently be the meaning as regards enrolment, since it cannot have 
been intended that a will, which has no effect durio the life- 
time of a testator, should be enrolled within six months “ after 
|the execution thereof,” although the testator may be still 
| living. However this may be, we understand that the Master of 
the Rolle in 1893 expressed an opinion in writing that a will 
} operating, ander section Sef the Act of 1891, to assure ps toa 
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charity does not require enrolment and ought not to be enrolled 
under the Act of 1888; and we are informed that enrolment 
of such wills is refused at the Enrolment Office. 


WE Hear that t difficulty is being experienced at nag i 
‘ilies Ie atm “eedle of ae ee owing to the fact o 
magistrates holding shares in brewery or other companies 
owning public-houses or hotels in the same district or in an 
adjoining district. The neighbourhood has to be scoured to 
find a member of the bench who in these days has not in- 
in such shares. Section 60 of the Licensing Act, 1872, is 
icit in disqualifying any justice who “‘ holds any share in 
company which is a common brewer, distiller, maker of 
for sale, or retailer of malt or of any intoxicating liquor in 
the licensing district, or in the district or districts adjoining to 
that in which such justice usually acts”; and in <Attorney- 
General v. Willett (60 J. P. 643) Lord Russert conlied | that a 
ustice disqualified under section 60 from acting on a licensing 
Srmtioe te aloo disqualified from voting tm the clection of such 
a feglad sapere j eap epee Aeredpe mr a 
an Opinion, in reply to a case y the magistra 
Leicester, aos Tetons who hold shares in a company which 
owns public-houses for the purpose only of leasing them to other 
are not disqualified from acting at licensing sessions. 
© presume, however, that such a justice would be disqualified 
from acting in respect of the premises owned by the company in 
which he is interested, under the words of the last sentence of 
the first paragraph of section 60. 
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Tue Latest proposal for tlie relief of the High Court is 
embodied in a recent letter to the Zimes under the signature of 
“Lux,” but it may be doubted whether it will be received with 


The writer complains of the delay which | S¥il 


aa place in extending the jurisdiction of the coun 

courts and reforming their practice. The only manner in whi 
the Legislature notices them is by imposing upon them fresh 
and novel duties which there is no other trib at hand ready 
to take up. ‘The latest instance of this is the transformation of 
county court judges into arbitrators for the p of settling 
fk sear which may be brought before them under the 
*s Com ion Act; but, as the writer of the letter 
ints out, “‘no idea is entertained or hint given of rm | equiva- 
¢ in remuneration or consideration for this ‘added part of 
the duties of the county court,’ but the court is looked upon— 
it has been for so long—as a useful odd-hand, upon whom 
Mircea of tex. jobs of this kind, and not as one 


retinue of the servants of the law.” It remains 
seen how this particular addition to the duties of the 
court jadges will work in practice, Meanwhile it is 
that the true solution for the difficulties of the High 
in keeping abreast of its work is to confine the judges of 
the High Court to London, and to leave all the business in the 
provinces for the county courts. ‘‘ Why not,” says “‘ Lex,” 
“leave all the High Court judges in London to provide for 
London, and leave the provinces to county courts with the 
mecessary jurisdiction ? and does not that seem the simple and 
obvious solution of the dilemma?” A proposition so bold does 


52 
bey 


1 


assizes, civil and criminal—for the suggestion seems to go as far 
as this—is a measure calculated to give pause to the most ardent 
reformer. P we are taking the letter too literally in 
assuming that j who are already liable to have to decide 
cases in common law, equity, bankruptcy, and admiralty, are 
also to take up the criminal work of the country and try 
persons accused on a capital charge. But even if the county 
courts were to monopolize only the civil business, the proposal 
seems to go pretty far. That the county courts have yet 
attained to the limit of their usefulness no one would maintain. 
Possibly a reconstruction of the system might at once raise the 
ion of gy court jadges and afford relief to the 
Court. But the provinces are not prepared to dispense 
altogether with the judges of that court. 





charge before a magistrate, and if he is com- 
mitted for trial, to present an indictment against him. Hence, 
when the accused comes to trial he has to meet both an inquisi- 
tion and an indictment. The futility of this double procedure 
was clearly shewn in the case of Reg. v. Lewinsky, tried at the 
Old Bailey last week. The prisoner was indicted for murder by 
stabbing _ deceased ee ear the — of 7 
ceedings the prosecution a in © graver ge an ed 
the jury to convict of manslaughter. The | jury, however, found 
a verdict of not guilty. Whereupon co for the Crown, with 
the approval of the judge, demanded that the prisoner should be 
tried Hy oe next day upon the inquisition. He was accordingly 
a on his trial next day for the second time; but by that time 
th judge and counsel had discovered, what is undoubtedly the 
law, that the prisoner was entitled to plead _aut/éfois aoqui RE 
i , then, is thé Use of 
the double procedure? It seems clear that a prisoner may be 
tried 7 the dg ng de both on oe pe worn and A ~ inqui- 
sition, but there can be no possible advantage in this. Neith 
in his being put on his trial first on 











can there be any advan’ 
thé one and then on the other, for whether the verdict on 
first trial be “¢g 



















autrejois acquit 
crarys. ne aqoubdie p serve 0. 
food purpose whatever, whil the other hand, it must 
cms anes ih greatiy to the costs. It is also very puzzling 
to an ignorant prisoner to be called upon to plead, first to the 
indictment, and then to the inquisition. Any one who has been 
often present at murder trials must have noticed the bewildered 
look on the face of a prisoner, who, having ae pleaded ‘“‘ not 

ilty”’ to the indictment, is immediately asked to plead to the 
inquisition, as if he might possibly be guilty on the one charge 
and not on the other. It is submitted that the law on this 
subject should be simplified, and that whema coroner’s jury 
finds a verdict of murder or manslaughter t any person, 
the verdict should be considered merely as a tion to char, 
such on with the offence before a magistrate. He should 
then Be tried es ths ys indictment for the offence for which he 
ial by the magistrate. 
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Tue RECENT decision of the Court of Ap in Universo 
Insurance Co. of Milan v. Merchants’ Marine Insurance Co. (45 
W. R. 625) affirms with regard to marine insurance policies 
generally the custom with respect to the liability for premiums 
which has long been judicially recognized with respect to 
Lloyd’s policies. In the matter of premiums the insurance 
broker is not merely an agent to receive the premiums from the 
assured and pay them to the underwriter. He is himself a 
principal and recovers the iums from the assured, while he 
is liable to an action for them at the suit of the underwriter. 
Between the underwriter and the assured there is in this respect 
no privity, though the underwriter is directly liable to the 
assured for losses. ‘‘The general rule of law is, that the 
broker is the debtor of the underwriter for premiums, and the 
underwriter the debtor of the assured for losses” (Arnould on 
Marine Insurance, 6th ed., p. 194). Buta Lloyd’s policy has 
the peculiarity that it confesses the receipt of the premium oy 
the underwriter, and this, taken with the custom under whi 
the underwriter gives the broker credit for the premium, is con- 
sidered to be equivalent to an actual payment by the broker and 
an advance of the money again to him by the underwriter. 
‘* By the course of dealing,” said Parxs, J., in Power v. Butcher 
(10 B. & O. p. 347), ‘the broker has an account with the under- 
writer ; in that account the broker gives the underwriter credit 
for the ium when the policy is effected, and he, as the 
both of the assured and the underwriter, is consid as 
seias leet 6 Sc ae tcc tools, aod as tenting Neem 
having lent it to er again, 80 ing hi itor. 
The broker is then pond nals ga having paid the premium for 
the assured.” All this, so far as a Lloyd's policy is concerned, 
is well settled, but in the “company’s policy” which came in 





Tux rurpine of a coroner’s jury seems to be in law equivalent | 
to the finding of « grand jury, and an inquisition of murder or 


question in the recent case there was no admission of payment 
of the premium to the underwriter, while the policy contained 
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manslaughter amounts to an indictment for such crime. It is, 

however, nowadays invariably the custom, when a person is 

ee Ge oe oe ae grave offences at an inquest, to 
im nevertheless 
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an express undertaking on the of the assured that they 
would pay the ium. Hone it was contended that the 
custom under which the underwriter looks only to the broker 
for payment of the premium was in contradiction with the terms 
of the policy, and so was excluded. The Court of Appeal held, 


however, that the custom prevailed, notwithstanding the ap ¢ | touch 


contradiction, and that the underwriters, who were unable to 
recover the premiums from the brokers because of their in- 
solvency, were not entitled to recover from the assured. The 
mode of dealing in accordance with the custom, said Lord 
Esuer, M.R., was not a contradiction of the policy, but was a 
mode of carrying out the contract embodied in the policy. It 
may be said, therefore, that the custom prevails universally, 
notwithstanding the form of sel. pregpe we policy, unless, ind 

the policy should be so framed as obviously to exclude the 
custom. 





THERE Is an amusing simplicity in the arrangement for the 
performance of sanitary work which appears to find favour with 
the judge of the City of London Oourt. According to the pub- 
lished report of a case recently heard there, a builder had 
employed by the owner of a house to do certain irs upon the 
incoming of a new tenant. The irs were estimated to cost 
£85, and they were duly executed and the £85 paid by the 
landlord. But in the course of the work the sanitary in 
of the local authority came along, and thinking certain other 
work to be necessary, he ordered the builder to doit. Under 
these circumstances it might be supposed that the sanitary 
a ae or -his principals, the local authority, would be 
liable to the bull the £10 which was the cost of 
the extra work, an t, “if the order had been properly 
given, that amount would be recoverable by the local authority 
from the landlord, though whether an order involving the land- 
lord in liability could in any case be given in this casual 
manner is, to say the least of it, very doubtful. But the 
builder, instead of adopting this course, sued the landlord for 
the £10, and Mr. Commissioner Kzne has allowed his claim. 
It may be that the work was necessary and that it was work for 
which under the Public Health Acts the landlord could have 
been made to pay. But for the i to give the order to 
the builder, and for the court, without more, to fasten the bill on 
med — seems just a little to anticipate the landlord’s 
iability. 








THE RELIEF OF UNDERLESSEES AGAINST FOR- 
FEITURE. 


Tux effect of section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, was to 
ive to lessees a claim to relief against forfeiture which was 
enied to underlessees. The Conveyancing Act, 1892, by section 

4, remedied this defect, and at the same time carried the under- 
lessee’s claim to relief beyond that of the original lessee. But 
though in Jmray v. Oakshette (45 W. R. 681) the Court of — 
have affirmed in theory this advantage in favour of the under- 
lessee, their decision in that case seems to go far to rob the 
advantage of any practical importance. 

Previously to 1881 there was power either in equity or by 
statute to grant relief against forfeiture for non-payment of rent 
and in certain other cases, but the — was made more exten- 
sive by the Conveyancing Act. Sub-section (2) of section 14 is 
couched in general terms, and enables relief to be given in all 
cases where a lessor is proceeding, by action or otherwise, to 
enforce a right of re-entry or forfeiture, and the only exceptions 
engrafted on this general rule are those contained in sub- 


section (6). The section does not extend to a covenant or con- 
dition against the assigning, under-letting, with the 
e land | ; or to a condition 


possession, or disposing of 

for forfeiture on be tocbeener of the lessee, or on the taking 
in execution of the lessee’s interest ; or to certain covenants in a 
mining lease. In the excepted cases the court has no discretion, 
and the lessor is entitled, if he so chooses, to take advantage of 
the forfeiture. The case of forfeiture for non-payment of rent 


is also excluded from section 14, and is left to be governed by the 





previously existing law. 
It was probably not foreseen at the passing of the Act of 1881 | 
the benefit of 


that an underlessee would not be able to o 


premises. 
of the Act of 1881 (Burt v. 
98), and the defect “was 
1892. This provides that where a lessor is 
or otherwise, to enforce a right of re-en 
any covenant, proviso, or stipulation in a 
on the application of an underlessee, make tase ny | 
whole term in him upon such conditions as to payment of ex- 
penses or dam or otherwise as the court . 
enables the lessor to rid of the original lessee, and the 
lessee steps into his place. But in making this addition 
provision of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the Legislature 
omitted the exceptions which were 
and hence in the case of an underlessee the court is em 
to grant relief, Te ee ae tae ae 
it is an assignment without licence or the bankru 

original lessee. 

That this is the effect of the Act of 1892 was decided by 
Cuantzs, J., in Cholmeley School v. Sewell (1894, 2 Q. B. 906). 
There the lessor soug 
feiture incurred by reason of the bankruptcy of the — i 
lessee, and for which, consequently, such lessee could not have 
obtained relief. It is to be noticed that the primary object of 
section 4 aoe A ed dens Le 1 gig ered | 
Burt v. Gray (supra since it is i 
1881 and 1892 are to be read together, it 
that section 4 of the latter Act 
introduced in section 14 of the 
that the relief ted to the underlessee was to be commensu- 
rate with the relief to the origi 
said Cuar.zs, J., “ there is considerable difficulty in the matter, 
for if the construction contended for by the defendants be the 
correct one, the Legi has now said that the underlessee is 
to have in one sense a better right than the lessee himself, for it 
has used which, upon that interpretation of it, is 
capable of i the case of an underlessee in a set of cir- 
cumstances in which the lessee himself would be unable to 
for relief.” There is, however, as the learned judge 
to point out, no reason for refusing to the i 
relief. It may well be, indeed, that the has 
claim to relief than the lessee would have. ‘‘I can imagine,” 
he said, ‘‘ many cases in which it would be inequitable w 
a head lessee to apply for relief, but where it would be right to 
allow a sub-lessee to apply, and I think this caseis one of them. 
It would not be right to allow a lessee who had managed hi 
affairs so badly as to become a bankrupt to i 
under any conditions whatever, and it seems ly 
that he should be excluded while the 
underlessee to apply for and obtain relief if he is a fit 


to 
have it.” rvgr Pir igaads pe ig igrenyphi oP vos 
the Act of 1892 juri ion to grant relief to an underlessee 
against a forfeiture incurred by reason of the bankruptcy of the 


original lessee. 
In Jinray v. Oakshette (supra) the forfeiture, of which the lessor 
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was see to take advantage, had been incurred by reason of 
a breach of a covenant in the lease against assigning or sub-let- 


ting the premises without the consent in writing of the 
Exactly, therefore, as in Cholmeley School vy. Sewell (supra) 
could. bo np neliet agua te the Act of 1892 

subject to the limitations of the Act of 1 
different if full effect was given to the of the former 
se ott s33 cdoeted tae falgaeal ot Oh (Lorzs and 

GBY, ‘ @ judgment 

of the Act of 1892 is not to be readi 
of 1881 so as to be subject to the 
section. ‘‘I come to the conclusion, 
section 4 was deliberately intended to 
that the discretion given to the court 
very exceptional cases, I agree) 
even though it might be a case of a breach of 
assign.” 


i 
i 
Ft 

BFE 





_ 776 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Sept. 2§, 1897. 








It is settled, therefore, that under the Act of 1892, relief can 
be given to an underlessee in cases of forfeiture incurred b 
reason of the bankruptcy of the lessee or by reason of a breac 
of a covenant against assignment, but there does not seem to 
be any adequate justification for the parenthesis in the above 
quotation from the judgment of Ricsy, LJ., restricting the 
relief to very exceptional cases. By the sections under consider- 
ation the Legislature has adopted and extended the policy of 
interfering in the contractual relation of landlord and tenant, 
and the apparent intention of the statutes is to prevent for- 
feiture altogether, provided that the position of the lessor is not 
substantially prejudiced. In the case of original lessees an 
exception is made where the forfeiture is incurred through 
bankruptcy or through breach of a covenant against assign- 
ment. @ reason of the exception is not perhaps obvious, as in 
either case the court might be trusted to see that no damage was 
done to the lessor, and in the case of bankruptcy the forfeiture 
may ioflict serious hardship on the creditors of the lessee. 
However, under the Act of 1881 these cases are removed from 
the discretion of the court, and no question upon them can arise. 
But when once it has been decided that the exceptions do not 
apply in the case of underlessees, it seems to follow that under- 
lessees are entitled to the full benefit of the relief accorded to 
them without any reference to the limitations in section 14. In 
the case of forfeiture for bankruptcy it may be inferred from 
Cholmeley School y. Sewell (supra) that proper effect will be given 
to section 4 of the Act of 1892; but, according to the present 
decision of the Court of Appeal, it will hardly be possible to give 
relief in any case of forfeiture incurred by reason of a breach of 
a covenant against assignment. Whether or not the holder of 
the underlease has in fact knowledge of the covenant against 
assignment, it is his duty to call for the lease, and hence he has 
constructive notice ; and the rule is the same even though he is 
by statute precluded from taking this course. The statutory 
prohibitions of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, and the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, can be varied by express contract, and 
they do not, therefore, interfere with the doctrine of constructive 
notice (Patman vy. Harland, 29 W. R. 707, 17 Ch. D. 3858). 
Riosy, L.J., suggested the possible case of the covenant against 
assignment being taken by a separate instrument not referred 
to in the original lease. Under such circumstances the under. 
lesseo might well take without notice, either actual or con- 
structive, of the covenant, and he would be entitled to relief 
against forfeiture. But the case was admitted by his lordship 
to be not very probable, and by itself it does not seem to give 
scope for the effect which it is settled section 4 of the Act of 
1892 ought to have. According to the Oourt of Appeal, con- 
structive notice of the covenant is sufficient to debar the under- 
lessee from the right to relief; and in Jmray v. Oakshette relief 
was refused on this ground, notwithstanding that the under- 
lessee had spent a large sum of monsy on the premises. The 
result is, that by section 4 the Legislature Love conferred 

the underlessee the right of relief in all cases, including 
forfeiture for breach of a covenant against assignment, while by 
the decision of the Court of Appeal the relief is to be refused 
under the only circumstances which are ever likely to occur. 
Practically, therefore, underlessees will still have to treat the 
covenant i assignment as one a breach of which will 
involve the forfeiture of the demised premises. 





The American Law Review says that come of the judges of the State 
courts in St. Louis have the unfortunate pee common in police 
courts and better suited to that atmosphere, of holding private conferences 
with co1eel in their chambers outside the regular sessions, of the court, 
touching matters which ought to be heard only in open court, where there 
is an opportunity for the opposing counsel to listen, and where there is 
that publicity which it is the aim of the constitution to secure. The 

of some of the country judges is even worse. They not only 

private back-door conferences with lawyers, but when they get the 

case under advisement they consult with the whole county as to the best 
way to determine it. The judges of the St. Louis Circuit Court have 
another practice which is regrettable. It is that, when they pass upon 
the requests for instructions in a jury trial, they call the counsel up to 
the judicial seat and examine the instructions with them, and hold 
whispered conferences with them. In other jurisdictions, where judicial 
= is better conducted, counsel argue requests for instructions 
the court, and where the judge is in doubt he hears opposing argument, 
This clears up many questions and prevents the multiplication of new 








THE EARLY RECORDS OF THE LAW SOCIETY.* 


THE records which have ‘been published by the Incorporated Law 
Society, with an introduction by Dr. EDwin FRESHFIELD, give an 
interesting proof of the corporate vitality of attorneys and solicitors 
in the course of the last century. Apparently, the Association of 
Gentlemen Practisers arose out of the friendly and convivial meetings 
of the members at a period antecedent to the commencement of these 
records, but inthe words of Dr. FRESHFIELD: ‘‘ Without losing its 
quality of conviviality, the association gradually added to it the 
objects of mutual improvement, self-government, and protection, 
until the society became that which it is now—the most powerful 
of the London guilds.” The records commence in the year 1739 and 
go on till 1810, when there is a gap till 1825. But there seems no 
reason to doubt that the society was being actively carried on in this 
interval, and the missing documents may yet be discovered. Quite 
recently a pamphlet, printed in an appendix at p. ci., has been found 
which refers to the action taken by the society in 1822 with respect 
to the inconvenience caused by Chancery King’s Counsel practising 
in the courts of the Lord Chancellor and of the Vice-Chancellor. 

The earliest minute is dated the 13th of February, 1739, and 
enunciates the object for which the society was to be carried on, 
** At a meeting of the Society of Gentlemen Practisers in the Courts 
of Law and Equity, held on the 13th of February, 1739, the meeting 
unanimously declared its utmost abhorrence of all male and unfair 
practice” —that is, of malpractice—‘‘and that it would do its 
utmost to detect and discountenance the same.” To this end a 
| mae meeting was to be held twice a year—namely, on the next 

ay after Hilary and Trinity term, and @ committee of twenty-one 
members was to meet every month, \with five as a quorum, “to 
consider of such methods as might best answer the purposes afore- 
said, who were to report the same and their opinion thereon at the 
next general meeting.” Subsequent records do not preserve the 
objects of the society on quite so high a level. Self-protection 
becomes a prominent feature, and the art of dining is frequently 
exemplified. At first the dinners were held at a tavern, afterwards 
at Clifford’s-inn Hall, and at length, in 1806, ‘‘ the consideration of 
@ proper house for the society to meet in for the fature was held, 
and the committee being of opinion that the society will b> well 
accommodated at the Freemasons’ Tavern, they gave directions for the 
next dinner at that place.” The proper observance of this function 
is kept up to the last, and the minutes end with the ordering of a 
dinner for 120 gentlemen at 7s. 6d. a head each, exclusive of 23. a 
head for dessert. It seems that every member was expected to take 
a ticket for the dinner, whether he attended or not, and the penalty 
for not doing so was expulsion, The style of menu which obtained 
a century and a-half aguv may be seen in the bill of fare which the 
Scriveners’ Company found time to draft at one of their meetings 
after dealing with the more serious matter of their struggle with the 
Law Society. Here it is: 

Five dishes of fish, consisting of salmon and trout, “‘ souls,’’ &c., 
Three dishes of lobster and shrimp sauce, 
Three hams, 
Four dishes of chicken, three in a dish, 
Two venison pasties, 
Four dishes of colleyflowers, cabbages, carrots, &c. 


For the second course ; 
Four haunches of venison, 
Four dishes of French beans, 
Four ducks in two dishes, 
unary and bineen 
Two ras currant tarts, 
Five stands of fruit. 


After this feast the scriveners were probably disposed to abate for 
atime something of their hostility to their rivals. 

In 1745 the Law Scciety took seriously in hand the question of 
unworthy members of the profession, and several instances occur in 
which attorneys and solicitors were, on the motion of the society, 
struck off the rolls. In one case counsel was instructed to inform 
the court that the society would at all times be ready, at 
their own expense, to prosecute attorneys for any unfair ee: 
tices, and to use their utmost endeavours to detect all illegal 

ices and to prosecute attorneys and solicitors who should be 
surreptitiously admitted. But the t feature in the records 
is the litigation between the Law Society and the Scriveners’ 
ov over the right to do conveyancing within the City of 
on. Of this litigation a fall and most interesting account is 
iven by Dr. FRESHFIELD in the introduction. The Scriveners’ 

mpany was incorporated by royal charter in the reign of James L., 
but for centuries before that time it had existed asa guild. Among 





of Gentlemen Practisers in the Courts of Law and Equity 
the Possession of the Incor- 


of the 
called the Law Society. Compiled from meme in 
Beret, Law Society of the United Kingdom. by the Incorporated Law 
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the duties of scriveners was the preparation of deeds and wills, and 
if the document was of an important nature the scrivener was 
advised by counsel. At the same time conveyancing had, by the 
middle of the last century, come to be done by attorneys and 
solicitors, and the scriveners in the City of London much 
exercised by this, endeavoured to induce the Court of Common 
Council to an Act compelling all persons doing the same 
business as themselves to take up their freedom in the Scri 
Company. But this the Common Council declined to do until the 
scriveners had established at law their right to the exclusive 
practise of their craft, and in particular their t to enforce against 
attorneys and sclicitors a bye-law of the City in 1712, 
which im penalties on any “sepenng not being of the City, 
who should “‘ directly or indirectly use, exercise, or occupy any art, 
trade, mistery, manual occupstion, or handicraft” within the City. 
The penalties were to be recovered by suit in the name of t 
chamberlain in any court of record within the City. 

Accordingly, in 1749 the Scriveners’ Company caused an action to be 
commenced in the Mayor’s Court in the name of Sir Joun Boswortu, 
the chamberlain of the City of London, inst an attorney of the 
name of ALEXANDER, and the committee of the Law Society pony 
made arrangements to assist ALEXANDER in his defence and to 
defray his expenses. The first step taken by him was to question the 
jurisdiction of the Mayor's Court to entertain an action against an 
attorney of the superior courts, and this he did by writ of glow 
The scriveners took proceedings to quash the writ, and the 
was argued in November, 1750. No judgment was given, but the 
Court of King’s Bench declared their opinion to be in favour of the 
plaintiff, and Lzxz, C.J., recommended ALEXANDER to submit and 
to qualify himself by taking up his freedom in the City. The 
scriveners regarded this asa victory, and they now iled upon 
the Common Council to pass the desired Act for all persons 
who used or exercised the occupation of scriveners within the City of 
London to become freemen of the Scriveners’ Company. In May, 1752, 
the Law Society passed a resolution denying the validity of the Act, 
and undertaking to defend at the expense of the society any pro- 
ceedings which should be taken upon it. Later in the same year 
the action against ALEXANDER abated by reason of the death of Sir 
JoHN BosworTH, and a fresh action was commenced in the name of 
THoMAs Harrison, the new chamberlain. This, like the previous 
one, was on the bye-law of 1712, not upon the recent Act of Common 
Council, and the same proceedings were taken by writ of privilege 
to question the competency of the Mayor’s Court. The arguments 
on the writ were postponed from time to time till 1754, when judg- 
ment was given remitting the matter to the Mayor’s Court, but 
without prejudice to the right of the defendant to o plead his dang 
there. e outcome ‘was that ALEXANDER pleaded his privilege by 
way of demurrer when the action came on to be h before the 
recorder, and the recorder decided against the plea. Then there was 
an appeal to a court of error, and the proceedings on this apa d 
matter were protracted till 1758, when judgment was park oy og - 
ing the decision of the recorder. ALEXANDER was to be 
*‘noways entitled to privilege as an attorney of the Court of King’s 
Bench, as the action against him wasa custo action founded 
upon the bye-law of the City of London, and the City courts had in 
such cases an exclusive jurisdiction.” 

After all these years of skirmishing the parties prepared for the 
trial of the question at issue between them on its merits, and this 
took place before the Recorder in December, 1760. From the result 
it seems that the attorneys need not have been so anxious to 
the jurisdiction of the City court. At their instance the Reco: 
directed that the cause should be tried by a jury of foreigners—that 
is, of persons who were not free of the City—and the jury ee of 
opinion that the drawing of deeds was the proper business of an 
attorney, gave a verdict for the attorneys. e Scriveners’ Com- 
pany not unnaturally objected to the form in which the question had 

left to the jury, the real point being, not whether the drawing 
of deeds was the proper business of attorneys, but whether, under 
the bye-law, they were entitled to exercise this business within the 
City without being free thereof. But no further proceedings were 
taken, and the position of the attorneys and solicitors was secured. 
A full report of the trial, taken from the shorthand writer’s notes, is 
given in the present volume. 





A dispute of a different nature arose in 1766 the Law 
Society and Mr, Serjeant Davy in consequence of latter having 
stated in the course of a trial that nineteen cases out of every 


twenty were lost by the ignorance or weqhaace of the 
Upon remonstrance the incautious serjeant made a suitable apology, 
as well he might, and subsequently he is found giving his services 
the society gratuitously in proceedings for striking an wot yo Sm 
the rolis. Other instances occur in which the society found - 
selves compelled to criticize the conduct of counsel, and notably in 
the matter already referred to, of attendance in the courts. 


But the details of this controversy we must leave for the 6 own 
perusal, Al the volume, which is very handsomely printed, 
will be found of interest. 





REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Precedents of Leases, with Practical Notes. es JoHN ANDREWS, 
M.A. es Se of the Su Court of Judicature, Estates 
Bursar, W College. Edition. By ©. De Covroy 


Hamaitron, B.A., LL.B., Solicitor of the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture. Reeves & Turner, 


The Law of District and Parish Councils : 

ment Act, 1894, and the ing Acts; also the Agricul 

Act, 1867; the icultural Act,1883 ; the Allotments Acts, 
1887 and 1896 ; @ Baths and Washhouses Acts, 1946 to 1896; the 
Burial Acts, 1852 to 1885; the Fairs Acts, 1871 and 1873; the Infant 
Life Protection Act, 1872; the Knackers Acts ; the Lighting and 
Watching Act, 1833 ; the Petroleum Acts; the Public Improvements 
Act, 1866; the Pablic Libraries Acts, 1892 and 1893 ; and numerous 
Extracts from other Statutes; together with Selections from the 
Orders, Circulars, and Memoranda of the Home Office, Local Govern- 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


COUNTY COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


po Macy ann #4: liti aie for a considerable period been 
pressing for a complete present county court system, 
and with no result, and why ? She scieen be nah tanto oovb. 


There 
“ — Law Society, which is to direct: 
e Ww r y 
t solicitors, and, gy Bygone , and 
first rank in the advance of law 

reform, is very a 


forsooth, the gentlemen who constitute its council do not practise in 
these courts, and therefore consider the matter un of 


m 
notice. 
The agitation in opposition to the recently annulled county co 
rules oe that the profession requires just a little stimulus 
before it will act, but that when once aroused it is not easily pacified. 
I submit therefore with confidence that a County Court Reform 
Association will supply a much-needed want, and I shall be glad to 
see expressed in succeeding issues the views of other county court 
itioners on the matter. 
7, Waterloo-street, Birmingham, Sept. 20th. 





““VOSSIONER.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


your 
i.¢., proprietor or owner. —- i words were introduced ot 
the ftallan ecolesiastios ind into Chareh li during the 1 
century. . H. JAcKson. 
ye ‘Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., Sept. 20th. 
[We are indebted to the courteous sub-librarian of Linooln’s-inn 


i ion that in the same volume of Notes and Querics 
for the information iot tes oont 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 


THE DAIMLER MOTOR CO. (LIM.) v. BOWEN. 17th Sept. 
Mortaace—Txave Macumvery—Morroace or Lanp not MeEntionine 

Fixrvurss—Titiz ro Frxtcorzs or Parson Osammina unpsr Morr- 

GAGOR. 

This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs, the Daimler Motor Co. 
(Limited), Andrew Pears, and Marian Pearson Pears, wife of the said 
Andrew Pears, for an order that the defendants, Kerbey, Bowen, and James 
Amo>, and each of them, their respective servants and agents, 
atilthe trial of the action or further order from p p 


tr 


























p ails iC. orks, £2) o-IsienG, BI » 88 are 
in an indenture of ag dated the 18th of August, 1896, and made 
between the plaintiffs, the Daimler Motor Co. (Limited), of-the one part 
and the plaintiffs Andrew Pears and Marian Pears of the et pe In 
support of the motion it was said that the defendant Bowen already 
given a satisfactory undertaking until the trial, and the present motion, 
therefore, only affected the defendant Amos. The facts were as follows : 
On the 18th of August, 1896, the plaintiffs, the Daimler Motor Co., 
entitled to the freehold of qutein bomadh works situate in Eel Pie a 
Twickenham, and to the fixed plant, machinery, and effects thereon, 
the same to Andrew Pears and Marian Pearson Pears. 
The plant, fixed machinery, and effects upon the premises were 
not expressly mentioned in the mortgage On the 8th of July, 
1897, the plaintiffs, the Daimler Motor Co., sold and assigned the 
property and works to the defendant Bowen subject to the mortgage, 
and at the time of the sale Bowen delivered to them a signed inventory 
of am ery fixed machinery, and effects then existing on the premises. 
The of the plant, machinery, and effects eunpelend in the invento 
were at the date thereof, and up to afew days since, fixed to the freehold, 
and formed part of the security given by the mortgage. On or about the 
25th of A last the secretary to the plaintiff company was informed 
by the solicitor to the eo Mr. and Mrs. Pears, that he had ascer- 
tained that some of the machinery of the works had been taken and pre- 
for removal, and as such machinery was included in the mortgage, 
Fst connanacn eredion <y poe, an, ceraes ye be instituted for 
ion of the ty e secretary thereupon wrote to the 
defendant Bowen to that asking him at once to replace any 
machinery that he might have removed and notify him immediately that 
he had done so. No reply was received to this letter. In consequence of 
a further ee oe the aah Ar ae Se the 
secretary Pp’ company telegra: to the defendant Bowen 
in him that on no pores must Ted mashinery be removed, and at 
the same time he instructed Mr. Ashfield, one of the plaintiff company’s 
employés, to proceed to the works and ascertain what had been done. 
Mr. Ashfield ascertained th=t the whole of the poe pee ge Reng been 
removed from the works at ee ae which was lying off the 
island, and that a son of the defendant Amos was in charge of the barge, 
who stated that his father had ht the machinery from the defendant 
Bowen. Mr. Ashfield thereupon informed Amos, jun., that the defendant 
Bowen had no right to sell the machinery, but he replied that he intended 
to remove it by 3 o’clock that afternoon (the 27th of August). Mr. Ashfield 
also eaw the defendant Bowen’s employé, who was in charge of the works, 
and remonstrated with him with regard to the removal of the said 
machinery, but the employé remarked that he had no power at all over 
declined to take any orders from him, whereupon Mr. 


machinery ; solicitors threaten to take ings.’’ Unless 

by the court the defendants would continue the removal of the machinery 

and the a the mortgage would thereby be irretrievably 

depreciated. articles sold to the defendant Amos were fixed or 

fastened to the floors of the premises in the manner following : Six small 

lathes and two —— machines were fastened or fixed to wood of the 
ed of the premises 





4 


by means of coach ecrewr, and an Sin. lathe, 
, one drilling machine, and one planing machine were all 
resting on the ground floor, and were steadied by being fastened to 
wooden blocks let into holes in the ground. The machines were screwed 
on to the blocks by means of coach screws. The defendant Amos removed 
nearly all the fixtures. Under these circumstances it was submitted that 
the from the Daimler Oo., though silent as to fixtures, passed 
them by operation of law: Re Yates (36 W. R. 563, 38 Oh. D. 112), Hobd- 
conv. Gorringe (45 W. R. 356; 1897,1 Ch. 182). Fixtures so 4 
included all things permanently or quasi-permanently atjached to the 
freehold: Longbottom v. Berry (L. R. 5 Q. B. 123). It therefore followed 
that the things sold by Bowen to the defendant Amos were subject to the 
mortgage. ‘The defendant Amos was not a bond fide purchaser for a value 
without notice, for, as Bowen was not the owner, the defendant Amos 
only took such title as Bowen had, and, therefore, could not legally secure 
the fixtures as against a mo: out of : Huddersfield Banking 
Co. v. Lister (43 W. R. 567; 1895, 2 Ch. 273); Sale of Goods Act, 1893, s. 
21. Further, at the time the defendant Amos hased them the fixtures 
were of the freehold, and he therefore constructive notice of any 
d In the title of Bowen: Patmanvy. Harland (17 Ch. D. 353). For the 


23 


defendant Amos it was said that the mere fact that bolts and screws had 

been taken out of the things was not sufficient to constitute notice to him. 

The plaintiffs must shew that the defendant ‘Amos had notice of the 
but he bed a right to assume that Bowen, whom he found in 
wae entitled to detach and sell the fixtures. 








Byrns, J., made the following order by consent: Without prejudice to 


any question, and the plaintiffs und as to damages, the nt 
Amos undertakes to give, free of expense, and the plaintiffs to accept 
within one week delivery of the articles hereinafter mentioned. The 
plaintiffs undertake to warehouse the articles delivered till judgment, and 


to weaghny og = of wareho in the first instance, such ses to 
ok, 1 ena j directs at the trial. The articles to be delivered to 
be such of those in the as the plaintiffs select. Plead to be 


vacation. The action to be set down for 
trial at once. No other order t that costs be costs in the action.— 
Counset, EF. A. Nepean; Alexander, Q.C., and Spence; Newton Crane. 
Soxrcrrors, Michael Abrahams, Sons, § Co.; Campion §¢ Simmons ; Buchanan 
$ Hurd. 


delivered notwithstanding 


[Reportei by J. E. A.vous, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WILLETT vo. TAVERNER. 17th Sept. 

Reticiovs Instrrvurion—No Werarrren Constirvutron—Recetpt or Funvs 
By OrricER—APPLICATION oF Funps ror Work or InstiTvTIon— 
InsuNcTION. 

This was a motion u 

William Finnigan, su’ 

members of council o 


n behalf of the plaintiffs, William Willett and 
on be themselves and all other the | 
ze 0 











ret rely direc bankers, j 
and servants to pay the said sum of £93 or the amount now — 
the credit of the account into court to abide the order of the court. The / 


plaintiff Mr. William Willett is a member of the council of the society/W~ 


and Mr. Finnigan is honorary secretary. 

Byangz, J., in giving judgment, wai that the case was a most unfor- 
tunate one. The Spurgeon Memorial Sermon Society was brought into 
existence with a goodintention. It was founded by Mr. William Taverner, 
the defendant, and carried on by him for a certain time under his sole 
control. After some years certain persons were appointed members of the 
council. The society had no written constitution. As to the duties of 
the council there was no information before the court beyond a statement 
that. they were gory as an advisory council and that the defendant 
continued, as he done, to collect and dispose of the funds of the 
society. On the 22nd of February, 1897, the defendant entered into an 
agreement a by Mr. William Willett, as president of the council, 
and Mr. W: pM nll as treasurer, on behalf of the council under 
which the council agreed to engage the defendant as secretary to the 
society at a — of £100 per annum, payable monthly, the engagement 
to be determinable by six months’ notice in writing or by six months’ 
salary in lieu of notice given by the council to the defendant, or by six 
months’ written notice given by the defendant to the council, or by any 
shorter notice on which the council and the defendant might mutually 
agree. After his appointment under that agreement the defendant 
continued to act as had previously in reference to the society. 
The contract entered into by the defendant was a contract of 
service with a power of dismissal by the council. Upon behalf of the 
plaintiffs it was said that the defendant had been properly dismissed by 
the council, but that question could not be determined at present. 
Prima facie the dismissal appeared to have been the action of the council, 
but it ap to have taken place at a meeting of which many of the 
council not receive notice. No point had been made that the defen- 
dant intended to apply any funds subscribed to the society for any 
en eee other than to carry out the work of the society. The defendant 

ned to give an 


that he would not deduct his monthly 

salary. Assuming that he been properly dismissed, be was merely 

out what he had previously done. Ought an injunction to be 

granted in face of the fact that it was sworn that a considerable number of 

the council were not present at the mee’ at which the resolution to 

dismiss the defendant was passed? A regularly-constituted meeting of the 

council a be called at which the wishes of the council could be regularly 

. It was stated by the defendant that he did not intend to 

oy Se funds of the society otherwise than he had hitherto done and 

fi work of the society. Under these circumstances there would be no 

injunction, and the costs would be reserved until the trial.—CounszL, 

A r,Q.C., and H. J. H. Mackay ; EB. Fletcher ; F. Dodd. Souxicrrors, 
Willett § Sandford ; R. A. Harding ; Cameron § Kemm. 

[Reported by J. E. Aupovus, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re THE COMPANIES ACT, 1867, AND Re THE COMPANIES ACT, 1877, 
AND Re DAN RYLANDS (LIM. AND REDUCED). 22nd Sept. 


Company—Repvcrion or Oarrrat—ConrirmaTion sy Court—DisrEnsa- 
TIon WiTH Uss er Apprtion to Trrtz or Worps ‘‘anp Repucep”’— 
Spscra, Oracumetances—Compantzes Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. oc. 26), 
8s. 4 


This was a petition by Dan Rylands (Limited and Reduced) praying for 
the confirmation by the court of a special resolution passed by the com- 
pany for reduction of its c1pital, and that the minute hereinafter set out 
night be approved by the court, and further, that the addition of the words 
‘and reduced”’ to the company’s name might be dispensed with alto- 
gether. In support of the petition it was said that the company was 


in the 1888 under the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1886, 
as & Com: limited by shares. The office was situate at the = 
Glass , Stairfoot, near » in the county of York. 


objects for which the company was established were the carrying on of 
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the business of bottle, box, wire-twisting, and 

manufacturers and other objects set forth in the memorandum of associa- 

tion thereof. The original capital of the or £130, 

jnto 14,000 7 per cent. cumulative 2 nag rome 

iver the ceiagumesean taceteths tanh “capital of the 

tion of the company been increased, it com- 
$00, ulative § 


pany was £270,000, divided into 35,000 cum 
each, and 19,000 ordinary sharesof £5 each. Shortly the incorporation of 


the company it commenced and had since carried on business. The company 
had issued 25,965 of its preference shares and 16,617 of its ordinary ehares, 
and the sum of £5 per share had been paid up thereon. By clause 1 of the 
articles of association of the company it was provided that the 
might from time to time reduce its . a resolution of the 
company, duly passed and confirmed in accordance with section 51 of the 
the Companies Act, 1862, at extraordinary general of the - 
y held respectively on the 27th of July, 1897, and the 11th of snes 
P07, it was resolved as follows :—‘‘ That the two agreements da’ 
10th day of July, 1897, and made between . . . George Hebert Peake, 
on behalf of all the holders of preference shares in the company, of the 
one part, and the company of the other , and the other made between 
; . » William Thomas Howroyd, on be of all the holders of ordinary 
shares in the company, of the one part, and the company of the other 
part, be and the same are hereby sanctioned and ap and that, such 


g 


proved, 
— having become binding by virtue of clause 40 of the articles | 


association, the directors do carry into effect the scheme thereby 
adopted—that is to say, the outstanding debentures of the company to be 
paid for or satisfied by issuing 4} per cent. debentures of the company 
secured as a first charge on the undertaking of the company ; the prefer- 
ence shareholders to abandon and release all right to dividend on the 
erence aoe Se Rem ees Se ee Se oe 
tember, 1897, except such dividend (if any) as the directors ma; 
thereon for the year ending the 30th of September, 1897; as from the 30th 
of September, 1897, the dividend on the preference shares to be reduced 
from 7 per cent. per annum to 5 per cent. per annum; the capital of th 
company to be reduced by cancelling two-thirds of the outstanding 
shares and the capital represented by the eame.”’ 
capital ee, Oy the ordinary shares which had been issued by 
the company was ,085. Previously to the passing of such 
resolution paid-up capital of the company to the extent of £55, 
ards had been lost. The losses had chiefly occurred through the 


& 


Fae 


, manufacture of glass and carbonic acid gas. The reduction of the capital 


did not involve either the diminution of any liability in respect of un 
capital or the payment to any ehareholder of any paid-up ee. 
form of minute proposed to be registered was as follows :—‘“‘ capi 
of Dan Ryland’s (Limited) henceforth is £214,610, divided into 35, 
preference shares of £5 each, 2,383 ordinary shares of £5 each, and 
ordinary shares of £1 13s. 4d. each, instead of the former 
£270,000, divided into 35,000 preference shares of £5 each, and 19, 
ordinary shares of £5 each. At the time of the tion of this minu 
25,965 of the said preference shares and all of said 16,617 ordinary 
shares of £1 13s. 4d. have been issued and have been and are to be deemed 
fully paid up—that is to say, the sum of £5 has been and is to be deemed 
to be paid up on each of the said 16,617 ordinary s .”” None of the 
said 2,383 ordinary shares of £5 each had yet been issued. It was true 
that the usual practice was to use the words ‘‘and reduced”* for a month, 
but it was asked that in the present case the court would order that the 


23py 


1 


Be 


words ‘‘and reduced”? be used up to the 30ch of ber only. The 
court had a diecretion under the Com Act, 1877, s. 4, sub-section 2, 
to dispense with the uce of the words, and there were circum- 


stances in thiscase. The old debentures issued by the company carried 
interest at the rate of 54 per cent. upon the first debentures and 6 per cent. 
upon the second debentures, and these had to be exchanged for new ones 


scheme, and if the words ‘‘ and uced ’’ had to be placed the 
new debentures the company would be prejudicially affected for all time. 
Rivtey, J., said that in his opinion the circumstances were such that the 


court might properly make the asked for. The order would 
therefore be as ag oe and the proposed minute would be The 
tioners to use the words ‘‘ and reduced ’’ up tw the 30th of September, 
897.— CounseL, Alexander, QO. (The Hon. M. M. Macnaghten with 
him). Soxicrrons, Learoyd, James, § Mellor. 


[Reported by J. E. Atpous, Barrister-at-Law.] 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 
Subscriptions to the above Fund up to the 15th inst. P 


8. d. 

Amount acknowledged last week ° . ° . - 8,362 1 0 
F. Truefitt, 42, Theobald’s-road, W.0 . . . «© . Se 

£8,363 2 0 

[We regret that the above was overlooked last week. ] 

Amount acknowledged last week ; : . ee oe 
Ainsworth, Sanderson, & Howson, Blackburn, per Geo. Porter 5 5 0 
L. & W. Wilkinson, - es 5 0 0 
J. W. Carter, o er 22 0 
M. Brothers,“ ie wi rE 

£8,376 10 0 


and | 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Lone Vacation, 1897. 
Notice. 
the Vacation until further Notice :—All which may 


During 
uire to be im or prom; heard, are to be made to the judges 
wit forthe te beng thal tw acation J 
.—Mr. Justice ioe 


Vacation Judges, will, 

sin. cn Wotnosdey: in Ory, Vek, oomaitiatng on Welaealay, Ziad ot 
3 on 

September, for the purpose of by pe fy. pplications of the above 

Sree ay Cees Se ee Chancery Division, are usually 


re ease wilt be piel BAS St unless leave has been 

eS ee, Sd t the Case requires to 

immediately or promptly. heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is 
left with the papers. 


ip 
s 
ra 


H 
se 8 
: 
J 
i 
se 
# 


goes 
coe 
- : 
| 


ber, at 10 30a m 
Guusn’s Bexcx Camper Bustrass.—Mr. Justice Ridley will, 
eatas ts cory Goch te 100 6. (entepe 
a.m. (exce 
Tuesday, 21st ber, when His Lordship’ wil! elt at 11's), com 
+ a will be inedle sbectnte in ‘Court om Wednesday, 


until 


Courts of Justice, on or before 1 o on the 
on which the A: to the Judge is intended to be made : — 
weet of Urgency, or note of Special Leave granted 
ge. 
2.—Two Copies of Writ ephetihe: dy Ri (if any), and any 
other documents sho the nature of the Application. ‘ 


3.— of 'N of Motion. 
.. Affidavits in support, and also Affidavits in answer 
an: 
MET D -Solicitors are soqeastes hes Sh Aaa Bee 
of, to apply at once to the Judge’s Clerk in for the return of their 
Papers. 
Nortor ro Soxicrrcrs. 

‘ will be open On Monday, the 
16th August, and on the same day in every week d the 
Vacation, the Registrar in will see Solicitors req 
alterations necessary in Orders to be acted on by the Paymaster. 

ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Tuesday, the 14th day of September, 1897. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury » Lord Obancelior of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Kuxewicn (1897—D—No. 1,331). 

In the Matter of David Jones & Co, a pot Ae wo 

v David Jones & Oo, ld. Haussvrer, O. 
oe 


It is stated that Sir Francis Jeune is laid up with an attack of rheuma- 
tism at Arlington Manor. 

















LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 

. Tgwnant Duntop, barrister, of the North-Eastern Circuit, 

inted Clerk of A of the Western Circuit, in succes- 

Mr. A. G. Bovill. . Dunlop was called to ‘the bar in 





GENERAL. 
resale to prowl, the feedom ef the Burgh fo Bir X- B. Fey, 
resent the freedom of the burgh to Sir R. B 
tor-General for 
‘ames’s Gasetle says that . Charles J. Stewart, clerk to the 
Lenten County Council, and formerly * Official Receiver to the Board of 
, is seriously ill: he had been confined to his house for some days 
with an attack of influenza, and alarming symptoms of pneumonia had 


It is announced that the Commissioners of Inland Revenue have entered 


the pro 
a) ed to the parties ive them—were they not under the 
coding, apple to Courts ?—the ais of light with a minimum of 


Miho Detly Nese undecstadiis that the life-sleed marble statue of the late 
Judge Thomas Hughes, which is to be erected at by by old 
and others, has been entrusted for execution to Mr. Brock, R.A., who will 
carry out the work forthwith. Towards this object over £1,200 ‘has been 


subscribed. 

Some remarkable instances of depreciation in the letting value of land 
in Kent were, says the Daily News, brought to light at a meeting of the 
East Ashford Union Assesament Committee on Wednesday. In one case 
a farm in Romney Marsh was let, and after the agent had paid all the 
expenses he had in hand a balance of 94. to remit to the owner, who had 
already paid tithe on the land to the extent of between 7s. and 8s. per acre. 
Mest onee < oe gSeepree sent pap nena 

M ee ee nest to be allowed to practise as an 
avocat, which has aff amusement to the Paris journals. 
The Figaro thinks that in the interests of the poor prisoners we should 
really have lady advocates. If the prisoners only chose ones, 
perhaps the advocates would not even need to open their mou A 
eee oa one only need to look at them to agree with everything 


} annual re of oe Pee tanteew techs of the Pants 
Record Office cing Chawotry-ine, having boon’ completed in 1806, a 
comp ax 

stated in hn tae ined sone ae ‘ouse of Commons voted a sum of £20,000 
lor the ear 1896-7 towards the erection of another block, which 
\ Ia the pouthon snccted mynd god oendlpe Fake The cost 

of this fourth instalment of the General Repository of Records is esti- 
mated at £50,000. The site having been cleared by the demolition of the 
Rolls and Rolls Chapel, the work was begun in the month of 


a rg hepa 
The Tin (2 adn needbyp ge age ceaoadbeapern: gS ques- 
considerab 


Hue 


tion of le im ce as aff wers and bis of 
certain town councils. Blandford town i- ty gave a t 
to bring out his shop window over the pavement some lb5in. to 
to be in a line with like windows on ei side. The county 


conc w who contribute towards the maintenance of the highway, 
that the 


ancil refused to comply, con- 
sidering their powers and rights in this connection had not been 
abrogated by alliance with the county council for the of the 
of Sal, Guo in sespect of tho portion af the highway In question, nt the 
jue e o! way in q' un 

window was an ate le The result of the ite was an appeal to the 

who have supported the town council and 
ordered the county cae to pay the sum withheld and the cost of the 


A memorial u the late Mr. Herbert Bramley was held in 
Sheffield on Saturday, body was taken to Manchester the same 
and at the Manchester Crematorium. The Sheffield and 























WAkNING TO tere me Hoven Peacuagmas 4x0 Lusszzs. 
chasing or a house, have 

ee Tested, nd Re ed Upon by an Expert 
Bros., Bros. 65, Victorle-steeot, Myestinheter.” Fee Fee quoted 
particulars. (Established 21 yours.)—[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
*r'Gimin0 im Hallway Stock, Ag yp ey being 8,000; Indy 
was 
Solicitor, Fleming, mtr Lemay ap aes Sane d Ground 
pemcemg inns beg Ty dmg Messrs, Fowken 
Bon, of of London. “WiBee vertisement, Sept. 18, p. 4. , 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Faivay, Sept. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laorsp m Caanczsr. 


Catepomtay (Ceytox) Tea Praxtations, Liwrrsp—Creditors are coantoal, 28 
Nov 4, to send their names and and the particulars of their or 2 
to Frederick Stanley, 11, Old Broad st Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard a, 
solors to the liquidator 





a : 

Ke L Enaixgenine Co, Luarrsp—Creditors are on or before Oct 
4, to send their names , x the of bay jaa ann 
William Robertshaw, 2, Burlington chbrs, Ellis, Keighley, solor to 


are required, on or before Oct 18, to send 





liquidator 
LvorttEeGoLp Mime Co, “eo Ye 


their names and re of their’ debts or claims, to Willian: 
Shaw, Spring Tweedale & Co, O solors for 
bs 
Weasr A) Lian Pusiisume Co, Lanrrsp—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 
to send their ‘a mn anata ond te prt of aso Cat 


to 
James Meadoweroft, 67, Moorgate st 
Ustuarsp mm Cuarcenr. ; 
Ro 8r Peamaxext B Bor Socizty—Petn for ¥ : 
VAL rated Sent 14,2 _ = aS hidley, J Cn Sept 2. Bs bor, a Pe 
oe eat Bedford row Se Notice of appearing must reach te above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in vee : 


_ London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Sept. 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANISS. 
Lonrep mm CHanczry. tS 
A 1 Buscurr Co, Liurrz>—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 2, to send their names, 


the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Turketine 
Coleman st. Gush & Co, 3, Finsbury circus, solors for liqui- 


Curraat Asrex inven 3 Mimixe Co, Limrrzp os iggounaneen)_-oviiion ap be oe 
on or before Nov 15, to send their names and the particulars 
or claims, to re cont imand owen West st, Finsbury circus. Burn & 
11, Old Broad st, solors to liquidator 
Fin Urinization Syxpicate, Liurrep (1x Raapepensen)— Costin are required, on @ 
names and addresses, the particulars of of their 


before y, Nov 2, to 
debts or claims, to Lindblad Genie ch Onan Vitale 


TTT TETTePeTTT rev PE EYEFEPS PREEEP ESE 





















Incanpescent Fine a aes | AND > Co, Lawrrep Creditor are req' 

nee Nov vis to send their and eddresses, aad the of their Beswet 
ee Biwye Baker ker 3 Victoria st, oe Norman & Cn , Pet 

rere to send thei as avensce, as ao required, x oa wees 9 a , 4 
ee Nichols, 1, Queen Victoria'st Hones & Co, Lincoln's in elds, solos , — 
Sraazp yy Co, Lanvep— Pein for winting <p pronmnie £2 Sept 17, dete Oe is Py 
ae ahr EL La ont —— 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. Cow: 
Goon Inrexr Loves, G.U.0.0.F., Laxps Umirr, White Lion Inn, Rawtenstall, Mas iy "URIS 
Osmonps o- sep Funzrat Sick Bewzgrit Cotuzctine Society, 1, Cleethorpe <i a =| 
Oxroap uxpiy Soctety, Oxford Arms Inn, Oxtord. Septs | aa 
Sournwick PutawTuroric Society, Cricketers’ Arms Inn, Southwick, Sussex. SeptS | Kanone, 
heac 
ay 

CREDITORS’ NOTICES. OR wins, 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. j tas 

Last Day or Cram. Tr 

London Gasette.—Tunsvar, Aug. 24. = Sept 
Genny, Assen, Belton, Lanes Sept 24 Green v Nuttall, Registrar, Manchester : “q— 
Lovor, Rosser, Bishopdale, York, Gent Oct 1 Broderick y Lodge, Stirling, J " a 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug. 27. 4 =, 
Lowspaxe, Pavpewtia Sanan Jevyenson, Greville pl, Kilburn Oct23 Dowsev BE lemsa: 
Romer, J -Dowse, New inn, Strand 7 ton c 
Longon Gasette.—Tunspay, Sept. 7. Fic yr. 
Mons, Jam Aden Cottage, nr Durtiam Oct 1 Gibson v Barrow, Kekewioh, dy Lay 
Gasette.—Fuivar, Sept. 10. 3 hands 
Banus, Hoes Southport, Lancs, Milliner Oct 15 Lowe v Bannerman, Registehy Bept 








Mawdsley, Southport 












pn or Se 
or claims, 
Lombard st, 
r before Oct 
or claims, t¢ 
olor to 

t 18, to send 
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store Oct 30, 
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Co, 9, Seam 
e-named 


bov: 


their names 
urketine and 
ors for liqui- 
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us. Burn & 
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uired, on oF 
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Kekewich, J 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Fatpay, Sept. 
isomnsoy, Many, Gateshead Oct1 Baty & Fisher, Hexham 
[errsacy, Joux, Birmingham Oct 20 Lee & Russell, Birmingiim 
Avony, Many Marrna, Greenwich Sept 30 Romain, Bishopsgate st Without 
Bamsy, Manta, Cheadle, Chester Oct 13 Brown & Co, Stockport 
Boourses, How ann Faancrs, Kensington Octi Holbeche & Addenbrooke, Sutton 
Bovnxt, Coompen, Bethersden, Kent, Farmer Oct 1 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
fwroutn, Geonce, Bath Sept 30 Little & Lyle, Bath . 

Borcuer, Exizasetra Warreroot, Bath Sept 30 Little & Lyle, Bath 

Castzn, Matiupa, Marchmont st, Russell sq Oct% Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 
Cunust1z, Janes, Raleigh Club Oct 14 Burch & Co, Spring grins 

Camper, Hewny, Chadlington, Oxford, Farmer Oct 30 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping 
hy am NarTuanret, Scarborough Novi Dent, York 

Caawe, Annie Exiza, Herne Hill Oct 18 Routh & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Davizs, Ex1zanern, Holywell, Flint Oct1 Hughes & Hughes, Flint 

Dea, Wi1114™ Sexton, Sutton, Surrey Oct 1 Miller & Co, Telegraph st 

Bustuax, Noan, Bideford, Devon, Yeoman Sept 29 Hole & Peard, Bideford 

Braxs, 8anan, Lianilechid, Carnarvon Sept 30 Rowland, Bangor 

ey, Rows, Rishag/o Miacttenl, Mate, Lémened Vitae Sept 30 Burton & Son, 
Posrzx, Witt1am Lawazexce, Boscombe, Hants Octi Harris & Son, New Broad st 
epeee, Resnee SF ineas Maem, Meh eee Oct 25 Harwood & Stephen son, 
ecsen, Manassa, Binmiaghers Sept17 Smith, Birmingham 

Hux, Joux, Maresfield, Sussex, Farmer Nov 3 Isaac Vinall, Lewes 

Hosaives, Joux, Astley Bridge, nr Bolton Sept 18 Russell, Bolton 

How.ert, Roszet, Honing, Nurfolk, Yeoman Oct 1 Goodchild, Norwich 

Bassi, Ricuarp Diceixsox, Waterloo, Lancaster, Fish Salesman Oct7 Parkinson, 


Laroann, Feanors, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick Oct1 Holbeche & Addenbrooke, Sutton 

Laut, Many, Thornaby on Tees, York Oct7 Thomas & Malkin, Stockton on Tees 

Mantis, Axx Goopwin, Chaddesden, Derby Oct 15 Smith & Bostock, Derby 

Nonzis, Faeperic en Nory, Bishopegate st Within Decl Chandler & Rumbold, 

Wapvivove, aus Euizazera Caursett, Gunnersbury Oct 15 Roy & Cartwright, 

Warsauovuse, James, Brimington Common, nr Chesterfield, Farmer Oct 2 Jones & 

Wap, Aurazep, Littleborough Oct 1 Charles & Co, Manchester 

Wuorove, Hewry, Chesham, Bucks Oct 29 Francis & How, Chesham 

Wauitams, Tuomas, Roath, Cardiff, Farmer Oct 31 Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 

—_ Cuca Avexanper Locxnart, M.D. Wimbledon Oct 25 Keddey & Co, 

Roozns, Wit.1am, Newton, Hereford, Farmer Spt 25 Symonds & Son, Hereford 

foorr, Faxperica Geatrupe Cuar.orrs, Slough, Bucks Oct 4 Bone & Heppel, Fred- 
erick’s pl, Old J 

SuzrueRp, Joux, ‘Alamouth, Northumberland, Tailor Oct 20 Hindmarsh, Alnwick 

Sreap, Haxwaun, Clayton, nr Bradford Oct? Freeman, Bradford 

Surv, Jauzs, Clapham rd Oct 4 Barnard, Westminster Bridge rd 





Tarr, Annanan, Isle Abbotts, Somerset Sept 29 Hill & Son, Langport 

Tarr, Ronest, Isle Abbotts, Somerset, Machinist Sept29 Hill & Son, Langport 
Tuomas, Wit.1am, Southport Sept 30 Robinson, Southport 

Taumpcer, Wiritiam Heway, Sydenham Nov4 Francis Voules & Co, Eastcheap 
Tayior, Auraep, Bolton, Surgeon Oct2 Phethean Monks, Bolton 

Uprox, Atica, Chichester Sept 21 Bramsdon, Portemouth 
Urrox, Ross, Chichester Sept 21 Bramsdon, Portsmouth 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, Sept. 7. 
ALLEN, Janz, Auckland, New Zealand Oct 11 Andrew & Co, Great 


Ansan, Soum, Wedelth Oct 9 Watkins, st 

Auisur, Wit.iam, Freckleton, Lancs Sept 18 ‘nitehead, Preston 

Axypsew, Marraew, Congleton, Chester, Butcher Sept 30 Steele Sheldon, Congleton 
Arcs, Many, Ealing Oct 11 Andrew & Co, Great James st, Bedford row 

Barter, Geores, Luton, Bedford, Solicitor Oct 27 Gates, Laton 

Borrowmax, Joun, Pembroke Dock, Travelling Draper Oct 5 Hughes Brown, 


Bui.ock, Easest Atrarp, Uxbridge Oct7 Dale & Co, Cornhill 

Cuariix, James Horren, Earl’s Court Oct20 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 
Dopworru, Atrazp Cuan.es, Sheffield Sept 30 Wragg, Rotherham 

E.xinetonx, Groner, Worthing Oct 30 Dommett & Son, Gresham st 

Evans, Captain Hucu, Neyland, Pembroke Oct4 Hughes Brown Pembroke Dock 
Fisx, Sornta, Ipswich Oct 11 Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 

Farzn, Joszrn Hancnaves, Preston, Joiner Oct 18 W & J Cooper, Preston 

Guew, Jou» Tuomas, Birmingham Sept 30 Price & Son, Birmingham 

Garsrsox, Witt1am, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper Sept 30 Wooler & Wooler, Dar- 
a ¥, Samvet, Nottingham, Provision Merchant Oct 12 Johnstone & Williams, 


Inxzs, Many Janz Cuanuton, Whitley, Northumberland Oct? Percy, Alnwick 
Jx.iey, Tuomas Epuuwp Surru, Frome, Somerset Sept 30 EG Ames & Son, Frome 
Jossetyx, Many Ax» Sanau, Fornham Priory, Suffolk Oct 2 Josselyn & Sons, 


Kziout, Joux, Birmingham, Iron and Brass Moulder Oct 16 Shute & Swinson, Bir- 
Lasure, vy Levy, Hoelgerrig, nr Abergavenny, Mon Sept 30 Price & Son, Bir- 
Maocrag.anp, Cuanies Conywerivs, Streatham Oct 25 Minet & Co, King William st 
Macxzop, Cuaistina Resecoa, Llandudno Oct9 Renshaw & Co, Suffolk In 
Mitvain, Exizasers, Northumberland Oct 12. Hoyle & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Postaxce, Witt1am Epuvunp, Rhyl, Flint Oct Bremner & Co, Liverpool 


Payrce, Francis Horatio, Lucy Jaxz and bey Fone By Parcs and 
warp Pryce, all of Southsea Oct Wood & Purves, Gt James st, Bedford 


Ray, Busco, Brighton Oct 11 Paterson, Finsbury circus 

Sricen, Jann, Ealing Oct1l Andrew & Co, Gt James st 

Srrome, Many Mazcanet, Hampstead Oct 1l Andrew & Co, Great James st 
Tayior, Bexsaurm, Forest Gate, Essex Oct 14 G. Turner, Leadenhall st 
Waues, Janes, Guiseley, York Oct 20 Wade & Co, Bradford 
Waeees, E..ex, Solihull, Warwick Sept 3) Price & Son, Birmingham 
Wituiams, Taomas, Abernant, Aberdare,Glam Nov? Linton & Co, Aberdare 
Wis0x, Rev Ronaat James, D.D., Oxford Sept28 Harries & Co, Nicholas lane 








Gores Parcrvat, Albemarle War Cor- 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Maneae, Basen, Gatton Croydon Pet July 21 Ord ; Dopsworrn, = Punewat st, tes | 
London Gasette.—Fauivar, Sept. 17. Mastin, @ tm) WT Oy Ponty- | Druowo, Waisau Jous, Roe. Sept 4 
Bexxert, Witu1am, [sverpest, Ironmonger Liverpool Pet Sept 14 beet oh at'12.90 Of Rec 4, st, Carmarthen 
Pet Sept 15 Ord Sept Miuurnertox, Wiitiam y, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth | Evs, Heway, Liverpool, Restaurant Proprietor Sept 29 at 
er eey Senen Seas, Senaieed Bradford Pet Sept Pet Sept 14 Ord Sept 14 12 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool ., 
Dunoxs, Ricuanp, Nottingham, Brushmaker Nottingham | P**0ivAte Manoansr Fasnons, Oradley, Hereford Wor~ | Fasste eer pepe 94 ot il B sabrugoy bids, Carey st 
gy AL Lee 11, Miter | POWELE, Canouine, Shepherd's Draper High Court Guz, Jaune Sons, Recnewy Past 24, Bept 29 at 
a 1S Ord Sept 13 Rezs, Davin, Dowiais, Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil | Guay, Jit Kingston, Bal, Orver Octéats Of 
Comzs, Isa » Glam, Painter Pet Sept 14 Sept 14 Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Pet 9 Ord Gi. 
Cu 4 rete , Oo rd, Milli Hi Gage, Saseee ~~ aaah, Yeast Agent York eg oh ter vies 
Datuisox, Witiiam, Hucknall ‘Torkard, Notts, Collier a = Loree x ; sha bidgs, Carey st 


Taunton, CHARLES 
Birmingham 


Warsor, — 

3 

Toups, wr P James, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet 
ames Joun, 


15 
Park rd, Carpenter 
Eel opt 18 “Orde erat 
amy ln High Court Pet 


LLIAM, Licensed Victualler Swansea 
Pet 18 Ord Sept 3 


sc1s James, Burton on Trent, Solicitor Bur- 
Bept 7 Ord Sept 11 





Driver Pet sept 14 
Sronman, Hava Janus, Pool, Oorn Deler Poole Pet 
Epuunp, Handsworth, 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Sept 14 
Sores, ee Sos Cree Boston Pet Aug 


Hexpaa, Wi ‘Aberavon, China Dealer Neath ter: 
ag Ord Sape 16 a Pet Sept 11 
a ae ee Cee oe FIRST MEETINGS. 


Engineer 


Da ness, Essex, Farmer Mat 
me ti 
ix, Puouan Laneamlot Grocer Sept 24 at 
Grocer Bape Shath.so Moyal Howl, ‘West Harte’ 

Mason Sept 25 at 


me 
‘ies iets tars Sear 


12 Of Reo, 4, Queen st, Car- 


Th ape gy oe 
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Soorr, Gzonoz, Cardiff, Baker Sept 27 at 11 Off Rec, 29, 
Queen Cardi” 


eer yp yy my Yeast Agent Sept 27 at 
~~ Brita, Hatter Oct 6 at 2.30 Off 


Spear, Anrave James, 
seamen ;o— — lagen, Norfolk, Engine 
ENS, BROSE, 0! 
Driver Sept 24 eT 12.30 Rec, 36, Princess st, 
Sunvey, Witiiam, beg rf Innkeeper Sept 29at3 Off 
Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Tuorxtox, ALaERT Hupsox — i sed Oct 4 at 
11.90 ‘Off Townhall 


Torrox, Waiter ‘On Hen a Grocer 
Sept uS at 3 Cambridge jnctn, High st, 


Sept 27 at 12.15 Off 


Warsow, James Aeeer, m Sept 24 at 

11.30 Off a Pavilios b bide, Brighton ij 

va Tpoaas Sigaaen’ Vale, Glam, Grocer Sept 25 at 

een 

Yeapor, Wiriax ScRIVENER, Reading, Coal Merchatt 

Sept 24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bansez, Huon, Mobberley, Chester, Farmer Manchester 

Pet 9 Ord Sept 14 


Wann, FParpenice, York, Tailor 
York 


auter Liowet, Stoke upon Trent, Dealer in 

Stoke upon Trent ey Ord Sept 13 
a poses Emumua, Bradford adford Pet Sept 
4 1 


4 
Ricuarp, Nottingham, Brushmaker Nottingham 
15 Ord Sept 15 


— Wii™, Blisland, Cornwall, Miller 
Pet Sept 13 Ord Sept 13 
Carewett, Water, _ James Lawrexce Baazier, 
bag ufacturers Wolverhamp- 
Pet Aug 81 Ord | Sept 13 
gue Israzt, Pentre, wit yy Glam, Painter 
Pet Sept 9 Ord Sept 9 
Crawrorp, Ricnarp, Ng a rd, Milliner High 
Sas, Gustin, Monee h 
Datuisor, ate Hack: Torkard, Notts, Collier 
N Pet 15 Ord Sept 15 
a Gt Russell st High Court Pet Sept 14 


4 . 
sny, Dorking Croydon Pet Sept 14 Ord 


we or ee Pioprietor Liverpool 

Fovips, Jamin James, Bradford, Tailor Bradford 

Pet 15 Ord Sept 15 

Fraycis, Eow1rx Fraxcis, Lewisham High rd, Provision 
M t High Court Pet Aug 21 Ord Sept 13 

Gut, James Joun, ison Park rd, Carpenter High 

Court Pet Sept 15 Ord Sept 15 

Gaeexrizip, Rosgxt, Leamington, Nurseryman Warwick 
Pet Sept 3 Ord 


Baywass, 


Brive 
Pet 


Brows, 
Truro 


Davigs, 
Ord 
Doumeritt, 
4 
Ev ENRY 
"Pet Rept 


Guytugr, Gorros. Whitechs , Beerhouse Keeper Hi 
Court, Pot Aug 34. Ord Soph 14 - 
lam, China Dealer Neath 


Hexpra, Witt, Aberavon, 
Pet 14 Ord Sept 14 
—— ICHARD igh Cott "Pet Avg 18 rd, Upton a 
cine, Rows. Bridgend art ug 1 Sepé 11 
oy WIN, tian, Solipter Cardiff Pet 


Pe... er Bwansea, Licensed Victualler Swansea 
Pet Sept 13 Ord Sept 13 


Jaxwixes, Feaxcis — Barton on Trent, Solicitor 
Burton on Trent Pet Sept7 Ord Sept 11 
Kettaway, Eexest Areep, Branksome, 
PE, Poole Pet Sept 13 Ord Sept 13 
Owsgx, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper Newcastle on 
Pet Aug7 Ord Sept 14 
Lams, James Wrtsax, Nantwich, Boot Manufacturer 


Nantwich Pet Aug 27 Ord Sept 13 
Ghonsester, i Bristol Pet Sept 


ware poe, 

Mazsu, Rorzzr, Tiyde, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler Ast.- 
ton under Pet 10 Ord Sept 12 

uti Jous, pridd, Frame Maker Ponty- 

Pet Sept 14 


4 
Massexorn, —— Nott: Saddler Nottingham 
Pet Sept 34 Ord 4 
sotox, Witt1am Henry, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth 
Pet 1 Sept 
Newmas. cz, Old Catton, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet June 9 Ord Sept 13 
aia OY — r<y4 pw Cycle Maker Canterbury 
+ ae Lanes, Furniture Dealer 


OLswaxe, 

Pencivat, M ‘Br neg = Fd Hereford W. 
IVAL, ARGARET "Ond Be * 
ceater Pet Sept 15 at 


Powsr.t, Capo.ixe, * Buh, D; Bigh Cou 
= Shepherd raper High rt 
we ye Ty ais, Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
Rostxsox, Litiay Eden! Kent Tunbrid 
Wells Pet May 13 cast, Bend sh S 
ps, Wituias, wine ain , Lime 
a —_—< oe 3 Pet Sept 4 fo 14 
rH, Gronct Enwest, Starbeck, Bere. 
Agent York Pet Sept13 Ord eres 
Srevexs, Auszosz, Noith Lopham, 
‘ seni, H ich Pet Sept 14 Ord Sapt 1 
<DENHAM, er amas, Poole, Dorset. 
Vv a es tibrook, Photo-En; 
ZRxOS 
wane Ee EOE Dies Bien 
T8085, JAMES ALBERT, ton, 
"Pet Hept 13 Ord fe on 


Wuestzzr, Gronce wl 8 Mansfield 

Beresstock hill, Manager High Coust Pet yA 
Eow 

Waitass, Grd Sept is Pontypridd, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 


Yarpczy, Wittism, Albert rd, ’s Park, Barrister 
High Court Pet Rept 13 Ord Sept 13 


a 
Pet A 





= 


Yeavox, Wituiam Scrivex Reading, Coal Merchant 
Reading Pet Sept 11 Ord Sept 11 
London Gazette. am Sept. 21. 
J Vino at, Betens t Proprieto High 
Anew 24 AMES, uran’ r ig! 
Pet Sept 17 Ord Sept 17 
ae. Jous, South ork, Grocer Stockton on Tees 
Pet Bept 16 Oud Boyt 18 
Beveniver, Grorce = Srowart, Shrewsbury 
Shre' Pet Sept 18 
— suthae’ Dudley Pet 
BaicuTwkut, Joux — — Fields, Oxfords, 
Farmer Banbury Pet rd Sept 18 
Burexsivs, Rosear Ma hd underland, Metal 
Broker Sunderland Pet Sept 16 oOrd Bent 18 
Co.tms, Joux, jun, Newcastle on Tyne, General Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Sept 18 a Ord Sept 18 
Crorpan, Marruias, Manchester, Carrier enchestie 
Pet Aug 31 Ord Sept 16 
Eumens, Gaense, a st, Mine Purser High Court 
, Pet Augi4 Ord 4, Tail High Court 
Soe AnD A r or 
Pet Sept 16 sau Wiles 16 
=e James sept ia Ord Sept 18. Physician Shrews- 
ury 
—— = Gmeoe ean Oak base i? Chaff Merchant High 
eae cane, vara Manchester, Merchant Man- 
chester Ord Sept 17 
Hasvey, aman femnenael ane, Walsall, Music Seller 
Walsall Pet Sept 16 Ord Sept 16 
Haavey, — — , Greengrocer Birmingham 
Pet Sept 16 oF outs 
=, a Ww, iden sq High Court Pet Aug 4 
Hispesr, Sean OHN aes, and ont Je ogg hey Haut Cooprr paves, 
Manchester yinde A Ord Sept 17 
Hirst, ee ao 7 z acturer Leeds Pet 
Sept 9 Or Sept 13 
Ho.useworats, Joux Lawrence Eoepemeee Barnsley. 
Yorks, Chemist Barnsley Pet Sept 17 Ord Sept i 
Howarets, Wriiiam, Greenwich, Shipbroker’s Clerk 
Greenwich Pet Sept 16 Ord Sept 16 
Honrsr, Wiitam Sxerttox, H y~¥ry General 
er Sheffield Pet Aug 30 Ord Sept 
Jacoss, L, Bethnal Green ware t High 
Court Pet Aug 17 Ord Sept 17 


Laws, Antave James High Court Pet Aug 6 Ord Sept 15 
Law — Eowts, Leicester Leicester Pet Sept17 Ord 
7 


Lewis, Anrnur Pottarp, Lianelly Carmarthen Pet Sept 
17 Ord Sept 17 

Lewis, Fazperic Corswatt, Coventry Coventry Pet Aug 
Ord Sept 16 


7 

Loaper, Rowtaxp James, Southsea, Harness Maker 
Portsmouth Pet Sept 16 Ord Sept 16 

i ge pr a Cycle Dealer Cheltenham 

WM Josepa, aaaenen, Builder Warrington 
Pet Sept 18 Ord oS 

Mowutp, wernt pham, Hosier High Court Pet 

Oscarort, WILL14M Nottingham, Grocer’s Assistant 
Nottingham Pet Aug 25 Sept 17 

Perersenx, Joncex Hansen, and Arraur speee, Oxforl 
set High ourt Pet Aug9 Ord S-pti7 

eS Streatham High Court Pet Sept 18 

18 

Suaptock, Georas, Gt Yad Bootmaker Gt Grimsby 
Pet Sept 14 Ord 

Suerrarp, Caances, R: i of W, Boot Dealer Newport 
Pet Sept 15 Ord 

—-; my my Halas. Plumber Halifax Pet Sept 

Sraytox, Eouunno C, Queen Anne’s manans, Westminster 
High Court Pet Aug 26 Ord Sept 17 

os ~ 5 Rossat Hawxtss, Dalston, Provision Dealer 
High Court Pet Septi7 Ord Sept 17 


SurTuersr, Teames, Reypeener sq, Gent. Ligh Court Pet 
A 20 


a! =F Na P 


.» Grocer Peterborough 
pie Ord Bept 18 
Twipatay ny Ax», West Butterwick, Lincs, Baa 
an 


acturer Lincoln Pet Sept 17 Ord Be 

Unsperagitt, Geores, jun, bets Butcher 17 
Pet Septi7 Ord 

Wapsworts, Samver probed ta Oil Vendor Aber- 
dare Pet 17 Ord Sept 17 


Wirsos, Feaxcis Lawrence, Manchester, Furniture 
Dealer Pet July 16 Ord Sept 16 


Amnapieh aatipn coietioatel he Feb grate in the 
rm ju, Leeds, Bh 3 
Stationer Leeds 


Suits, Geoncz Watter, jun, 
Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 
FI 
ety Victoria st, Fm nny | Proprietor Sept 28 
Bankrupte: Carey st 
ag ola wires Shrews- 


house 
r row, 


y 
Revenant Aenean 
29 at 11 
Biceegpixe, Saran Emma, 
Sept 28 at il Of Re, 3i, 
LACKMORE, ALBERT Larvae, etitagheeen ‘orth- 
ampton, Sept 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Brows, Joszra Wii.iam, Blisland, Cornwall, Miller Sept 
20 ati2 Off Boecawen st, 
Cra per Ricuaagp, Tottenham Court Es Milliner Sept 
atll 


Dart, Wituian, Ni 
Ree, St 


ottingham, 
Davins, Makstar Gocet' Resell Gant ae ak 2.50 Bavk- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 





Fesiaxp, marred rd, Tailor Sept 30 


Foutps, Bexs six dang 4 Tailor Sept 99 ab% 
Off Ree, 3 


1, Manor row, Bradford 
om to een Shrewsbury Physician Sept 
Shrewsbury 
enkmua _—— Haverstock Hill, o- Merchant 
30 at 


Henpnra, cena ‘Aberavon, China “Dealer 
Off Alexand ous 


12 Ree, 31, va rd, Swansea 

Hiast, Anruvue, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Oct 1s 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Green, Hardware Merchant Sept 


Loss, Epwis , Commission Agent Sept 
Off Ree, Bank brs, Batle 
aa 14 = anit Mansfield, Notts, Grower 
28 at 11 


St Peter’s Church 


le, Cheshire, Licensed VY 


Jacoss, L, 
12 


ham 
Mans, oanee, EH 
Sept 29 at 2.30 
Parraipes, Janes, Darlaston, t Builder Sept 29 


Off Ree, ’ 
Poots, Josern, Earlestown, Lancs, Tailor Sept 29 
0 , Byrom st, sn ee 
's Bench ney ee 
Seaen Gzoaae, 
ff Reo, 16, age, Ge Grimey, Bossmak 
Mie. Freperics, ie, 3 ae "Oct 4 at 12 OnR, 
Townhall chmbrs, 
Suita, Grorce Wasson, jun, n, Leeds, Stationer Sept 
12 Bankruptcy bid 
oe Atrrev Hevyay, Beronport, Bookseller Sept 
3 Bankruptcy bidgs, Car 
ADJU. moeaasoes 3. 
Bet, Bye South Bank, York, Grocer Stockton on 
616 Ord Sept 16 
‘ous, Cardiff, Insurance Agent Cardiff 
8 Ord Sept 15 
Beverives, Grorcz A.trazp Sprowarr, Shr 
Shrewsbury PetSeptis Ord Sept 18 
~~ bp, ie Staffs, Baker Dadley ¥ 
pt 15 
Boorusy, Tuomas, Now Turnstile, Holborn, 
h Court Pct July5 Ord Sept 18 
Boswe.t, Atrreep, Kournemouth, Colour Maker 
Pet Sept 1 Ord Sept 16 
Burensipg, Roserr~ Hazstyepive, Sunderland, 
ad Pet Sept 4 Ord oS 16 
Cot.ixs, Jons, jun, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Sept 17 Ord Soe 18 18 
Daxrett, Aveustus Warwick Baurrrips, & 
Devon High Court PetJuly3 Ord Sept 16 
Dazw, Eenest, Faanx Daew, and Arrave Eanest D, 
Kentish rd, Stationers High Court Pet A 
Ord Sept 17 
Eames, Sauuet Georce, Somerset, Watchmaker 
10 Ord Sept 14 
Fescanp, Harris, , Tailor High Court 
Sept 16 Ord Sept 18 
Haauey, Sevave CcoLBoryr, Wale, Music Seller 
1 Pet Sept 16 Ord Sept 16 ‘ 
Hanvey, Jesse, Birmingham, Greengrocer Birmi 
Pet 16 Ord Sept 16 
ipwey, Coleman st High Court Pet 
li 
ALTER RicwarD Howet, Bournemouth 
Ord 


Reep, Artuur Laycouy, 
28 at 11 


pulaete 
t 


Car 


Henrsesz, 
Ord 

Hicuess, 
Pet Aug 7 


Ag 


+ 


a 


og 


Ree, — st, Manchester + 


_ 


Lawanaee, Epwiy, ae Leicester Pet Sept 17 | Ond 
uv se 


ie Rowtayp James, Portsmouth, Harness 
Portsmouth Pet Sept 16 Ord Sept 16 
, Cycle Dealer 
Sept 16 
Maruews, Josera, —oe Builder Wi 
Pet Sept 18 Ord Sept 1 
Movin, Jon» ALFRED, Gather 
Pet Sept 18 Ord Sept 1s 
Paice, Hersest, tham 
Sept 18 
Ssaapvock, Geonae, Gt Sh Bootmaker Gt G 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Sept 14 
—_ poy yt Halifax, Plumber Halifax Pet 8 
7 


a. A... Rosgeat Hawxtss, Dalston, Provision BD 
High Court Pet Sept 17 Ord Sept 7 

Turroy, Water Dove.as, — Grocer 
mouth Pet Sept 6 Ord Se 

Usperai.t, Grorae, jan, Worcester, Butcher Won 
Pet Sept 17, Ord Hep 


Wapsworrn, Sauvet yp ated eee oil Vendor d 
dare Pet Sept 17 Ord Sept 
Witxisson, J D, and ys ++ al Shadwell 
Pet July 9 Ord Sept 1 
Waiaar, loon B, Hounslow Brentforl Pet 
Ord Sept 15 


EDE AND SON, 


RoE eb 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 





To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the < 
Jalbsel Bench, Corporation of London, de. 


ROBES POR quaan’s COUNSEL AND ; 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law W: and Gowns for Registrars, 
f, ios , and Olerke of the Peace, s 
Corporation Robes, Oniversityand OlergyG 
ESTABLISHED 1689 


94, CHANCERY LANF, LO} 


High Court weaalll 


a 








